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Do consumers care about substances
of very high concern in articles?
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Abstract

Background: Consumers have the right to inquire whether a consumer article contains substances of very high con-
cern ('SVHC right to know’). This communication tool is designed to stimulate suppliers to substitute such ingredients.
A survey among 1321 consumers with high motivation and interest in harmful substances in everyday products was

high concern (SVHQ), 'Right to know, Risk communication

conducted to understand the acceptance of this right to know'among consumers.

Results: Only one out of seven survey participants stated to be well informed about the ‘'SVHC right to know’with
nearly all of them having good self-reported chemical knowledge. Three quarters of the participants who are not
working with chemicals or REACH at their workplace have never heard about the 'SVHC right to know' Every second
participant declared their interest to search for more information about an SVHC in a certain article, but, in fact, not
more than 4% of all participants inquired for SVHCs with various methods. Only 1% would buy an SYHC-containing
article with no strings attached. While detailed comments by some survey participants showed a high level of under-
standing of the issue, many respondents were not sure what the SVHC information means for their daily life. They
declared that they would inform themselves, reduce the use of the article with SVHCs, circulate this information, or
throw such an article into the garbage. Most study participants suggested improvements of the ‘'SVHC right to know’
The preferred suggestions were a ban of SVHCs, easily understandable information on the packaging, full ingredi-
ent declaration on the articles, or no need to inquire for every single item, while smartphone applications for SYHC
requests were the least popular suggestion in all age groups.

Conclusions: Various reasons could be identified why most consumers—even these motivated and interested
ones—do not use the 'SVHC right to know' This allowed developing recommendations for improving the effective-
ness of this communication instrument on the way to the gradual elimination of SVHCs in consumer articles.
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Background

The European chemicals’ regulation REACH 1907/2006/
EC (REACH Regulation) [1] is an important driver on the
way to the ambitious goal of a ‘non-toxic environment’:
the seventh environment action programme mandates
the European Commission to develop by 2018 “a Union
strategy for a non-toxic environment that is conducive
to innovation and the development of sustainable substi-
tutes including non-chemical solutions” [2, 3]. One ele-
ment for achieving this goal is the provision set-up for
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and indicate if changes were made.

substances of very high concern (SVHC) in the REACH
Regulation. According to Art. 33(2) [1], consumers have
the right to receive information from the suppliers of an
article about the presence of any SVHC in the article,
its subassemblies, or its packaging above a threshold of
0.1% (weight/weight) upon request. Information shall be
provided within a time period of 45 days free of charge.
SVHC:s are chemicals which are carcinogenic, mutagenic,
and toxic for reproduction or very critical for the envi-
ronment [because they are persistent, bioaccumulative,
and toxic (PBT) or very persistent and very bioaccumu-
lative (vPvB)] or which cause concern for other reasons
such as endocrine disruptors ([1] Art. 57). They are listed
in the so-called candidate list [4] which is updated twice
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a year (last update 01/2018 with a total of 181 entries).
These substances are candidates for inclusion in Annex
XIV, which is the list of substances subject to authoriza-
tion (Art. 56, 58) [1]. Authorization means that a manu-
facturer, importer, or downstream user shall not place a
substance on the market, if that substance is included in
Annex XIV, unless the special use has been authorized
according to the provisions laid down in Art. 60—64 or
the substance is exempted from authorization (Art. 56).
The ‘SVHC right to know’ is a key element on the way
to minimize adverse effects for the consumer and the
environment caused by harmful chemicals. It should
increase transparency and awareness on SVHCs in
consumer articles, help interested consumers to make
informed purchasing decisions, and to ensure a safe use
of articles, and it should contribute to a reduced dis-
charge of SVHCs into the environment and support the
efforts of producers to substitute SVHCs by less harm-
ful chemicals or non-chemical solutions. There are
companies that take great care and answer the requests
to the best of their knowledge. However, there are vari-
ous studies describing that this communication tool is
not working as well as intended. The problems identi-
fied are for example, that not all suppliers are aware of
their obligation, that the quality of the answers often is
not satisfactory, or that consumers receive no answers at
all for articles which contain SVHCs above the threshold
[5-8]. Some competent authorities made efforts to sup-
port suppliers with their duty to inform [7, 9], whereas
the role of the consumers in this risk communication has
been neglected so far. This could be one reason why the
‘SVHC right to know’ has still not become very popular,
although it has been in force for more than 10 years now.
In 2016, we conducted an online survey which inves-
tigated the awareness of 1321 consumers on harmful
substances in everyday items [10]. Participants were not
representative for the general population, but represented
the intended ‘best-case’ scenario, as nearly all of them
indicated that they were interested in chemicals in eve-
ryday products and the majority had a higher education
level and good self-reported chemical expertise (Addi-
tional file 1: Figure S1). Thus, the motivation to observe
and the capability to comprehend risk communication
elements in this group are assumed to be higher than in
the average population. The underlying hypothesis for the
approach used was that motivated consumers, who take a
high interest in chemical ingredients in everyday products
and who have good knowledge of the matter, would use
the ‘SVHC right to know’ more frequently than the aver-
age consumer. Our analysis of the first part of the survey
[10] had shown that motivation and knowledge in chem-
istry helped, but did not exclude misconceptions about
harmful substances in products. The present analysis
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covers the second part of this survey and analyses answers
given to questions about the ‘SVHC right to know’ It aims
at finding out whether this communication instrument
is useful for reducing the risk for man and the environ-
ment to the unavoidable minimum. It examines consum-
ers’ acceptance of the ‘SVHC right to know’ and searched
for answers to the following questions: Which consumers
know their ‘right to know’? How many are using it? What
are their expectations and evaluations?

Methods

Approach and data analysis

The online survey was executed using the cloud-based
software provided by the service company SurveyMon-
key (http://www.SurveyMonkey.com) as described in
[10]. It was accessible in the internet between 13th Sep-
tember and 31st October 2016. Participants responded to
a maximum of 38 questions, with various branch points
(Additional file 2: Figure S2). Answers given to Questions
1-14 are analysed in [10], and also the demographic data
are presented and discussed there. The questionnaire
was distributed in German language. The English text
of the questionnaire (Questions 15-38) is in Appepndix,
the original German version in the Additional file 3). All
information collected was self-reported by the partici-
pants. Several questions offered the option to add free
text. These comments were analysed qualitatively.

Data received from the software provider comprised
the numbers of responses and the date of the participants’
online access. The demographic information collected
did not allow for the identification of any participant of
the survey. It must be noted that originally 1321 persons
had started the questionnaire, while only 1030 arrived at
the last question and indicated demographic information
needed for the statistical analysis of the answers (Addi-
tional file 2: Figure S2). Therefore, only the answers of
the participants who reached the end of the survey were
evaluated with respect to the demographic variables. The
correlations between the responses and the demographic
details of the participants were calculated using the soft-
ware application ‘matrix laboratory’ (MATLAB) (https://
www.mathworks.com). The age group below 20 years with
only 25 respondents was too small for separate statisti-
cal analysis. Pearson’s chi-squared test was used to detect
correlations for data sets containing nominally scaled var-
iables. p values below 0.05 were considered significant.

Study limitations

In this survey, the sampling of the study participants
was not random, but represented a ‘best-case’ selec-
tion; however, the self-reported demographic data were
not verified and the age classes of the participants were
not equally distributed [10]. The demographic question
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concerning the educational qualification level offered
not more than six potential answers so as to allow the
authors a pragmatic analysis of this demographic factor.
The study participants who indicated to be members of
environmental or consumer organizations did not have
to name the organization. Study participants could report
whether they considered themselves or family members
to have a chemical intolerance according to their own cri-
teria, and it was not differentiated between allergic skin
reactions, food intolerance, respiratory diseases, or other
health problems. The answers given by the study par-
ticipants were not verified by other means. Misconcep-
tions leading to wrong answers and unintentionally given
incorrect answers which are in accordance with the gen-
eral expectations cannot be ruled out.

Results

Consumers’ knowledge and expectations of the REACH
Regulation

Nearly all participants (98%) indicated in the first ques-
tion of the survey that they were interested in chemicals
which are harmful for human health or the environment
and used in everyday products (such as, for example,
articles like electronic devices or toys, mixtures like cos-
metic products or pharmaceuticals, or food products)
[10]. These persons were forwarded to the subsequent
questions (see Appendix). There were several bifurcation
points as illustrated in Additional file 2: Figure S2. The
analysis of the answers to Questions 1-14 was published
in [10].

Survey participants were asked in Question 15 whether
they knew the European Chemical Regulation REACH
[1]. Persons who affirmed this question (637 individuals)
could indicate their personal opinion about the REACH
Regulation in Question 16.

Two-fifths (39.6%) of the participants indicated that
they had never heard about the REACH Regulation
before, while a third (33.2%) had heard it before and
around a quarter (27.1%) of the participants indicated that
they had a good knowledge about it. Nearly all partici-
pants (92%) who are working with chemicals or REACH
at their workplace knew the REACH Regulation well or
have heard about it (y*=438.5, p<0.0001). Nearly three
out of four (71.8%) persons with very good knowledge
in chemistry indicated to know the REACH Regulation
well (y*=359.8, p<0.0001). Four out of ten (42.4%) par-
ticipants who are not working with chemicals or REACH
at their workplace knew the REACH Regulation. The age
group between 30 and 39 was informed best (34.8% of this
age group know REACH well), with decreasing percent-
ages towards the younger age groups as well as towards
the older age groups (f*=40.4, p<0.0001). More than
every second person above 70 (51.9%) had never heard
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about the REACH Regulation. Two-thirds of persons with
a university degree or Ph.D. (66.4%), every other student
or trainee (48.6%) and two-fifths of persons with com-
pleted vocational training or apprenticeship (41.0%) and
foremen resp. business administrators (41.5%) indicated
to have heard about the REACH Regulation or to know it
well (y*=74.6, p<0.0001).

More than a third (35.4%) of the respondents consid-
ered the REACH Regulation as a great step forward lead-
ing to a better handling of chemicals (Fig. 1). Every second
person who is working with chemicals or REACH at their
workplace (49.5%, x>=150.1, p<0.0001) and who has very
good knowledge of chemistry (48.7%, y*>=19.8, p <0.0001)
was of this opinion, while only 22.0% of the participants
who are not working with chemicals or REACH at their
workplace (y*=50.1, p<0.0001) considered REACH as a
great step forward. More than every second participant
(56.0%) who indicated to know the REACH Regulation
well (according to the answer to Question 15) considered
the REACH Regulation as a great step forward, while
a third of this group (33.1%) thought that it is a great
effort with a little effect. In total, a quarter (25.4%) of
the respondents considered the REACH Regulation as
a great effort with a little effect. More than a third (36%)
of persons with very good knowledge in chemistry gave
this answer (y*=17.9, p<0.0002). A third (31.8%) of the
respondents stated that they did not know. This answer
was given by every other person (51.9%) who is not work-
ing with chemicals or REACH at the workplace (y*=89.1,
p<0.0001), as well as every other person (50.7%) with
no self-reported knowledge in chemistry (Y*=55.9,
p<0.0001). Only 4.3% of the participants declared that the
REACH Regulation was too complicated for them.

The strong commitment of the participants in answer-
ing the survey was reflected in the free-text annotations

"Too complicated"
"Great effort/little effect"

"Do not know

"Great step forward"

0 100 200
number of participants

Fig. 1 Subjective assessments of the REACH Regulation (answers to
Question 16)
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made to Question 16. Nearly all the 46 comments were
indicative of a profound knowledge of the REACH Regu-
lation. Twenty participants wrote that the REACH Regu-
lation would be positive in general, but with restrictions
(e.g., it would not be sufficient’ or ‘the great efforts would
lead to little result’). Eight persons criticized that the con-
trols and sanctions for the ‘SVHC right to know, for the
registration dossiers, and for imported articles were not
sufficient. Some of them also stated that the ECHA and
the manufacturers had too much power. Five comments
addressed the major expenses and great efforts for small
and medium companies and for suppliers of complex
products. Three participants wrote that economic inter-
ests would outweigh consumer and environmental issues,
and the instrument of socio-economic analysis in the
REACH Regulation was given as example. Three com-
ments asked for a better information transfer to the pub-
lic. Two participants were against the REACH Regulation
because of its demand for animal testing. One person
stated that the REACH Regulation would discriminate
against chemistry as a neutral scientific discipline.

Consumers’ knowledge and expectations of the ‘'SVHC
right to know’

Participants were asked in Question 17 whether they
knew that they had the right to ask for information about
substances of very high concern in articles according to
the REACH Regulation (‘SVHC right to know’). Only
one out of seven participants (14.7%) stated to be well
informed about the ‘SVHC right to know’ Another 30.2%
had heard it before, while more than half of the respond-
ents (55.1%) had never heard about it. More than a third
(37.1%) of people who are working with chemicals or
REACH at their workplace stated to be well informed
compared to 3% of persons without this working expe-
rience (y*=299.3, p<0.0001). Nearly three quarters
(72.1%) of people who are not working with chemicals
or REACH at their workplace have never heard about
the ‘SVHC right to know’ Nearly all participants (92.6%)
who indicated to be well informed about the ‘SVHC right
to know’ have good or very good chemical knowledge
(x*=233.5, p<0.0001). It is interesting that only half of
the respondents (50.0%) who had indicated to know the
REACH Regulation well (Question 15) stated to know
also the ‘SVHC right to know’(Question 17). Even one
out of ten (10.0%) of these persons had never heard about
the ‘SVHC right to know’ Two-fifths of the respondents
(41.6%) had neither heard about the REACH regulation
nor about the ‘SVHC right to know’

Respondents who had indicated in Question 17 to
know the ‘SVHC right to know’ or to have heard about
it (together 469 persons) were asked in Question 18
whether they were using it and which methods they
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would apply. The vast majority (88.6%) of this subgroup
indicated not to use the ‘SVHC right to know’ This per-
centage was lower (60.0%) for members of consumer
organizations (y*=16.9, p<0.0001). Only 55 persons
indicated to make inquiries according to the ‘SVHC right
to know! They selected various methods [20 persons
indicated to use the online form of the German Environ-
ment Agency (UBA), 18 own wording, 17 inquiries per
smartphone applications (e.g., ToxFox, see Box 1), and
8 persons indicated to use the sample letter to be down-
loaded on the homepage of the UBA] (Fig. 2).

Box 1 illustrates various online and smartphone meth-
ods available for inquiries about ingredients in consumer
products.

More persons made the effort to formulate the inquiry
themselves compared to the participants who used a
smartphone application or the UBA sample letter. In our
survey, 15 persons declared to use a smartphone appli-
cation for the SVHC requests and had answered the
questionnaire before the 20th of October, but, at that
time, no smartphone application for the SVHC requests
existed in German language. The upgrade of the ToxFox
for SVHC requests had just become available on 20th of
October, 2016. The smartphone application Scan4Chem
was not usable yet for the public, and CodeCheck does
not inform about SVHCs. We assume that these 15 study
participants did not apply the Danish tool Tjek Kemien
[11], as this smartphone application is available only in
Danish language. These participants apparently assumed

Smartphone app

Il Good

[INot consumer-friendly| |
[ IDoes not work
Il Other

[l

Own wording

Online form UBA

0 5 10 15 20
Users ‘SVHC Right to know’

Fig. 2 Methods indicated by study participants for the ‘'SVHC right
to know'inquiries (Question 18) (multiple replies were possible.).
The subjective assessments about 'SVHC right to know’ given by
these consumers in Question 20 are also shown. All but one person
who indicated to use smartphone applications did apparently
not inquire for SYHCs as there was no smartphone application
available at the time when they answered the survey. Therefore,
these respondents cannot be considered and the column showing
these users of smartphone applications is shaded except one user
who replied to the questionnaire after the update of the ToxFox
smartphone application and who found the ‘SVHC right to know’ not
consumer-friendly
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erroneously to have received SVHC data by the basic
ToxFox application (which dealt with endocrine dis-
rupting substances in cosmetics only before the upgrade
was installed) or by the CodeCheck application. Three
of these persons had also indicated to use other meth-
ods. Interestingly, 10 of these 15 persons who indicated
erroneously to have used a smartphone application for
SVHC requests found this method good (Question 20).
Therefore, we cannot consider those survey partici-
pants, who indicated to use smartphone application as
only method, as participants who make SVHC requests.
This means that only 42 persons declared to make SVHC
requests, which are only 4% of the total of the 1030 par-
ticipants who had answered the complete survey. We
assume that the other methods for SVHC requests indi-
cated by these 42 users were applied correctly. Three
persons indicated to use two different methods and one
person indicated three different methods (if the users of
smartphone applications before the 20th October are not
counted).

Three quarters of the users of the smartphone appli-
cation (76.5%) were between 20 and 39. There were no
other significant correlations between the methods used
and the personal characteristics. Even persons who were
working with chemicals or REACH at their workplace or
people with a university degree did not indicate to use
the ‘SVHC right to know’ significantly more often that
the other groups. Although more persons with good or
very good chemical knowledge stated to know the ‘SVHC
right to know’ compared to the persons with no knowl-
edge (answers to Question 17), these participants did not
use the ‘SVHC right to know’ more frequently than the
other participants.

Participants who indicated in Question 17 that they did
not know the ‘SVHC right to know’ (597 persons) were
forwarded to an information box giving the basic back-
ground about the ‘SVHC right to know’ (see Question-
naire in Appendix and Additional file 2: Figure S2). These
participants together with the participants who had indi-
cated in Question 18 not to use the ‘SVHC right to know’
(413 persons) were asked in Question 19 whether they
intended to use the right to know in future. Only one out
of ten respondents (11.6%) affirmed this, women more
frequently (12.9%) than men (7.2%) (y*=8.1, p<0.005).
Two-thirds of these persons (66.8%) answered with ‘per-
haps. Some respondents (13.7%) stated that they would
not use the ‘SVHC right to know’ in future, because
they found it too complicated. Persons who are work-
ing with chemicals or REACH at their workplace (7.6%)
chose this option less compared to persons without this
working experience (13.4%) (y*=7.1, p<0.008). Another
7.6% did not intend to use the ‘SVHC right to know’ in
future, because they would not have the time. There was
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a clear correlation with age, the younger the participants,
the less they would use the right because of lack of time
(9.1% in the age group 20-29, to 0.0% in the age group
>70) (y*=23.2, p<0.0008). In addition, parents with chil-
dren below the age of 18 indicated the option, that they
would not make SVHC inquires because of lack of time
more often (9.2%) compared to persons without young
children (5.2%) (y*=5.5, p<0.02). Only 3.5% of the par-
ticipants have no interest at all to use the ‘SVHC right to
know’; interestingly, more persons with very good knowl-
edge in chemistry (7.0%) than persons with less knowl-
edge (2.1 and 2.3%) (y*=9.8, p <0.007) had no interest.

All participants (independent of their answers in Ques-
tions 17-19) were asked in Question 20 to give their
opinion about the ‘SVHC right to know’ (Fig. 3).

More than a third (34.9%) chose the option ‘I think it is
good. Some of these (13 persons) added qualifying criti-
cal comments which adjusted their positive statements
(such as ‘it takes too long before an answer arrives, ‘one
needs a lot of knowledge to understand the answer given
by a supplier, and ‘it would be preferable to have a com-
plete declaration of the ingredients’).

A third of the participants (32.9%) were of the opinion
that the ‘SVHC right to know’ is not consumer-friendly
and too time-consuming for the everyday routine. The
younger the respondents, the more often this answer
was given (38.2% in the age group 20-29 up to 18.5% in
the age group >70) (y*=16.4, p <0.02). Again, some (23)
persons who gave this answer made also critical com-
ments (e.g., difficulty for most consumers to evaluate
the answers by the suppliers realistically, ‘need for an
extensive information for consumers and distribution
of knowledge by media, authorities and associations,
‘obligation to inform about SVHCs on the packaging
instead of right for inquiries; ‘the threshold of 0.1% is too
high; ‘two worlds collide: legal requirements and moral

"Does not work"

"Not important for me"
"Too complicated"
"Can not judge"

"Not consumer-friendly"

"GOOd"

0 200 400
number of participants

Fig. 3 Subjective assessments of the 'SVHC right to know' (Multiple
replies were possible.). (Question 20)
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indignation. A difficult problem of affluence; ‘distrust
towards the suppliers’ answers, and ‘need of independent
controls’).

Another 5.4% found the ‘SVHC right to know’ too
complicated. Participants with no self-reported chemical
knowledge chose this option more often (8.1%) compared
to participants with good (3.4%) or very good knowledge
(4.8%) (y*=8.6, p<0.02). Five critical comments were
given in addition to this answer, e.g., ‘very big effort for
the manufacturers!

There were 2.0% of the participants who specified that
the ‘SVHC right to know’ was not important for them.
Four persons who did not find the ‘SVHC right to know’
important gave additional comments, e.g., ‘refusal of the
‘right to know’ because of animal tests’; ‘missing controls
whether the substitutes are less problematic’

The option ‘the ‘SVHC right to know’ does not work,
because companies do not answer, was selected by 1.0%
(10 persons). Among these participants were six persons
who had not indicated in Question 18 that they were
using the ‘SVHC right to know’ It must be assumed that
they based their opinions on the experiences made by
other consumers who had inquired for SVHCs. Partici-
pants who are working with chemicals or REACH at their
workplace indicated more often that the ‘SVHC right to
know” would not work (2.0%) compared to persons with-
out this working experience (0.5%) (y*=5.7, p<0.02).

Nearly a quarter of the participants (22.0%) declared
that they would not be able to form an opinion. This
was the case for more participants without knowledge
in chemistry (22.7%) compared to participants with
very good knowledge (16.3%) (y*=6.4, p<0.04). Seven
respondents made additional, more or less detailed com-
ments. One person understood the principle, but had
problems believing it: ‘I do not understand whether this
makes sense in the daily routine. Should I ask the sup-
plier for any article that might contain problematic sub-
stances and wait up to 45 days for an answer?’

Interestingly, nobody of the persons who had answered
in Question 16 to use a smartphone application for their
SVHC request chose the option ‘does not work; although
all but one had presumably used smartphone applications
which could not answer SVHC requests (Fig. 2).

In Question 21, survey participants could describe
their judgement about the overall outcome of the ‘SVHC
right to know’ They could choose multiple replies offered
and they could add free text. On average, nearly every
participant chose one option which considered the
‘SVHC right to know’ negative (31.2% no improved con-
sumer and environmental protection, because it is hardly
used; 23.5% ‘great administrative burden for companies
to answer the consumers’ inquiries correctly, 18.9% ‘great
burden for authorities to control, 7.8% ‘increased feeling
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of unease in consumers, 4.6% ‘no improved consumer
and environmental protection, even if it is used on a large
scale; and 3.7% ‘nothing’). More participants with very
good knowledge in chemistry (36.9%) considered the
‘SVHC right to know’ to be a great administrative bur-
den for companies compared to 19.7% of persons with
no knowledge in chemistry (y*=27.7, p<0.0001). More
younger participants declared that the ‘SVHC right to
know” would be a great administrative burden for com-
panies compared to older participants (30.0% in the age
group 20-29 down to 14.8% in the age group above 70)
(x*=12.7, p<0.05). The great burden for authorities was
seen as an outcome of the ‘SVHC right to know’ by 27.1%
of participants with very good knowledge in chemistry
compared to 16.4% of participants with no knowledge in
chemistry (y*=12.4, p <0.003).

More men (10.6%) compared to women (6.0%) ticked
the option that the ‘SVHC right to know” would increase
the feeling of unease in consumers (y*=8.0, p <0.005).
More men (6.3%) compared to women (2.0%) were of the
opinion that the ‘SVHC right to know’ would not lead to
anything (y*=13.8, p <0.0003).

At the same time, nearly all participants chose on aver-
age also a positive answer (33.9% ‘improved consumer
protection, 28.8% ‘improved protection of the environ-
ment, and 24.1% ‘reduced use of substances of very high
concern by manufacturers’).

Older participants were more optimistic concerning
potential positive effects of the ‘SVHC right to know’
than younger persons. Every second person above 70
(57.1%) chose ‘improved consumer protection, while
only a third (29.5%) of the 20-29-year-old participants
selected this (y*=21.9, p<0.002). More than a third of
persons above 50 (between 36.2% up to 44.4%) selected
‘improved protection of the environment’ compared to
less than a quarter of younger persons below the age of
49 (between 20.9 and 24.1%) (y*=43.4, p<0.0001) who
selected this option.

While 35.1% of the survey participants with no chemi-
cal knowledge considered the ‘SVHC right to know’ as
improvement for the protection of the environment, only
22.4% of the participants with very good knowledge in
chemistry were of this opinion (y*=13.0, p <0.002).

A quarter of the participants (25.7%) indicated that
they were not able to tell what outcome the ‘SVHC right
to know’ would have. This was the case for twice as many
participants without knowledge in chemistry (29.1%)
compared to persons with very good knowledge in chem-
istry (15.9%) (y*=13.5, p<0.002).

Comments were given by 42 participants, some of
which were again very detailed and showed the com-
petence of these persons. A third of these participants
expressed their view, that the ‘SVHC right to know’
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would need to be communicated better to be effective.
Another third described negative aspects concerning
consumer protection (such as ‘the ‘SVHC right to know’
is far from practical reality of a consumer who wants to
buy a product when he needs it and does not want to wait
for 45 days, ‘missing controls, ‘missing sanctions, and
“SVHC right to know’ is not designed for the consumer,
but for professionals’). Nine comments praised the posi-
tive features of ‘SVHC right to know, such as ‘more
transparency, ‘information yield, ‘increase of awareness,
or ‘increased motivation to avoid SVHCs! Three partici-
pants proposed different solutions, such as the full dec-
laration of the ingredients on the packaging of articles.
Two comments referred to the fact that avoidance of cer-
tain substances could make products more expensive or
lead to disappearance of certain products in the market.

Box 1. Online information and smartphone applications
for inquiries about ingredients in consumer products
The smartphone application ToxFox released by
BUND (Friends of the Earth Germany) has been avail-
able since 2012 as a tool to inform 